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much needed time for interim study hear-
ings. 
4-Require members to lose their per diem 
failure to attend committee hearings. 
-Require budget and revenue bills to be 
in the hands of the Governor by June 10 
each year. 
6-Require all measures to identify the 
sponsoring individual, organization or spe-
cial interest group. 
7-Change the unilateral appointing au-
thority of the Speaker of the Assembly and 
place this authority in the Rules Committee. 
8-Strictly enforce a recorded vote on all 
committee actions. 
9-Require detailed monthly disclosure of 
all sources of political contributions and 
amounts received with detailed expenditures 
and unexpended balances on deposit in iden-
tifiable checking or savings accounts. 
The above reforms would do much more to 
assure the priority of public interest in leg-
islative reform than the proposed constitu-
tional amendment. 
KEN MACDONALD 
Assemblyman, 37th District 
Argument Against Proposition 4 
The reforms to California's legislative sys-
tem offered in this proposition address them-
selves to constitutional changes although the 
Legislature, on its own initiative, could and 
shfluld institute many of these same reforms 
tltering its rules and procedures under 
existing constitutional framework. Con-
siderable work and the careful attention of 
the voters have been inv{'sted over the past 
six years in streamlining our Constitution. 
We should endeavor to avoid further revi-
sion to this basic document except when ab-
solutely necessary. 
'fhe Legislature has a responsibility to 
seek reforms in its procedures whether the 
Constitution is amended or not. Before the 
people are asked to approve Proposition 4 
there shou~d be a public showing that such 
steps will be undertaken. 
There should be rules and procedures 
adopted to enforce certain deadlines for leg-
islative actions both in committees and on 
final votes in order to avoid procrastination 
and delay. Mechanisms must be established 
to assure the public that bills that duplicate 
other bills are not processed at the expense 
of taxpayers' money. Amendments to bills 
should be strictly limited to only those 
which are germane to the subject matter of 
the bill that is amended. 
Rules and procedures should encourage 
the development of committee sponsored 
bills, much the same as the procedure fol-
lowed by the United States Congress. Com-
mittec bills favor a bipartisan approach to 
legislative decision making and benefit the 
entire population rather than one political 
party or another. 
Interim fact-nnding committee work needs 
to be resumed by the Legislature. To do this, 
fixed calendars should be established govern-
ing session length and guaranteeing mean-
ingful periods of recess so the legisla: lve 
committees will have time to hold informa-
tion gathering hearings around the state. 
Under Proposition 4 legislation that passes 
its house of. origin in the first year of the 
biennium could be considered in the second 
year without re-introduction and re-process-
ing til(' same measure in that house of origin 
as is the current practice. Bills that are de-
feated in the house of origin within the first 
year would be considered dead for the en-
tire two-year session. 
If the proposed biennial ses·sron plan is, in 
fact, going to save the hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars its sponsors claim, then 
there must be assurances against needless 
second-year re-introduction and re-process-
ing of bills that have been defeated in the 
prior year. Those assurances have not yet 
been spelled out. 
All of these efficiencies and improvements 
are possible. Certainly, before the voters are 
faced with the decision to adopt or reject 
Proposition 4, the Legislature has a duty to 
spell out its intention to enact these reforms. 
Appropriate changes in legislative rules and 
procedures must be made available for the 
people to review before they can be expected 
to adopt this amendment. 
KEN MAcDONAL1) 
Assemblyman, 37th District 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS. Legislative Constitutional Amendment. Permits 
Legislature to authorize governing boards of all school districts to YES 
5 
initiate and carryon any programs, activities, or to otherwise act 
in any manner which is not in conflict with hws and purposes for 
which school districts are established. Financial impact: None in NO 
absence of implementing legislation. 
(For Full Text of Mea.~ure, See Page 6, Part II) 
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
A "Yes" vote on this legislative constitu-
tional amendment is a vote to permit the 
. 'slature to authorize school boards to 
any action not in conflict with the laws 
(Confirmcd on page 14, column 1) 
The State Constitution, Section 14, Arti-
cle IX, authorizes the Legislaturp. to provide 
for the incorporation, organization and clas-
sification of elementary, high school. jun-
ior college and unified school districtB. 
(Continued on page 14, column 2) 
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General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel 
(Continued from page 13, column 1) 
and purposes for which school districts are 
established. 
A ''No'' vote is a vote not to grant this 
authority to the Legislature. 
For further details, see below. 
Detailed Analysis by the 
Legislative Counsel 
Under the existing provisions of the Con-
stitution, statutory authority is required to 
permit school boards to initiate and carry 
out programs or activities. 
This measure would amend the Constitu-
tion to authorize the Legislature, commenc-
ing July 1, 1973, to enact legislation to 
permit school boards to initiate and carry 
on any programs, activities, or to otherwise 
act in any manner, not in conflict with the 
laws and purposes for which school districts 
are established. 
Thus, the Legislature would not have to 
grant specific authority for a school board 
to carry out a particular activity, but could 
authorize school boards to carry out any ac-
tivity if it :s related to school purposes and 
is not prohibited by law. 
Argument in Favor of Proposition 5 
Proposition 5 simply authorizes the Leg-
islature to allow you and your school district 
to exercise more local discretion in making 
decisions concerning the education of your 
children. 
Under the current Constitution, your local 
school boards cannot undertake any action 
without specific prior express authorization 
by the Legislature. 
This proposition allows the Legislature to 
delegate more responsibility to your local 
school board-in effect placing the power of 
decision much closer to you and your in-
fluence. 
If this p~oposition passes, the Legislature 
would still kilep the power to impose spe-
cific requirements or prohibitions upon local 
school boards; but where the IJegislature 
has not spoken, your local board would have 
the power to act. 
Increasingly, we are recognizing the va 'ue 
of the uniqueness of each individual cLld, 
and his or her right to personalized educa-
tion which responds to the particular indi-
vidual child. The closer to the child the de-
cision is made, the more likely it will fit 
the child. 
We shouldn't try to fit all four million 
children in California's public schools into 
onc mold superimposed from the State Capi-
tol. Instead, we ought to fit our system to 
each individual child and his or her needs. 
No group opposed this proposition in the 
Legislature. It is supported by the Califor-
nia School Boards Association, the Associa-
Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
(Continued from page 13, coluutn 2) 
This constitutional amendment, w}o:~l) 
would be effective July 1, 1973, woul' 
thorize the Legislature to permit goverL <> 
boards of school districts to conduct pro-
grams and other activities which are not in 
conflict with existing law. 
There are no direct costs, state or local, in 
the absencE' of implementing legislation. 
Legislation such as AB 272, passed by the 
1972 Session of the Legislature and vetoed 
by the Governor, would have implemented 
this provision by empowering school dis-
tricts to initiate and carry on any educa-
tional programs consistent with the laws and 
purposes for which school districts are es-
tablished. The Education Code defines "edu-
cation program" to mean the entire school-
sponsored offering for pupils of a district, 
including in-class and out-of-class activities. 
To broaden the authority of school districts 
to initiate or expand programs will have di-
rect cost implications for the districts to the 
extent that the authority is used. The au-
thorization is permissive. 
tion of California School Administrators, the 
California Teachers Association, and the 
California Junior College Association. 
Your "yes" vote on Proposition 5 
give you more voice in the educatioL 
your children. 
Please vote "yes" on Proposition 5. 
JOHN VASCONCELLOS 
Assemblyman, 24th District 
Argument in Favor of Proposition 6 
Constitutionally, no school administrator 
or administrative body in any of the 1,140 
California school districts can do anything 
differently in the management-decision mak-
ing process of his district without some type 
of legislative approval by the members of 
the California Legislature. This should be 
immediately recognized as inefficient, inef-
fective, and an unnecessary way t!' try and 
manage a school district. 
With passage of this Proposition, local 
school boards will haye greater ability to 
set their own policies with the Legislature 
only retaining the power to police and pro-
hiiJit, if necessary, those policies which it 
judges not to be in the best interest of the 
State. This leaves the local school boards 
with the sole and primary responsibility to 
manage their own individual and unique 
school districts and be, in turn, totally re-
sponsible to the local constituency that 
voted and put them in office. 
Simply stated, this Constitutional An 
ment would convert our present system vf 
school district management from a giant 
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state-wide "cookie cutter" to a system 
wherpin locally elected school board officials 
can have total responsibility for the district's 
o· 'onal process tailored to the needs of 
it- .>ple without l('gislative interference. 
School boards haye had no choie~ in the 
past but to follow a standardized statewide 
policy of school management which, in my 
judgment, has contributed substantially to 
the misgivings and dissatisfaction that we 
all have with our prespnt educational proc-
ess. This proposition offers a chance to 
change this antiquated proc!'ss. I ask for 
your "y~s" yote. 
DENNIS E. CARPENTER 
8tate Senator, 34th District 
Rebuttal to Arguments in Favor of 
Proposition 5 
Most local school district superintendents 
and board members are responsible individ-
mils, but it is equally true a few in the State's 
more than 1,100 school districts find it diffi-
cult to live within the broad limitations of the 
Education Code. 
Proposition 5 would open the door for 
those few irresponsible individuals to experi-
ment with programs and ideas which could 
seriously interfere with our children's right 
to an adequate and proper public educatioll. 
Under the unlimited, blank-check provi-
sions of this proposition, a single individual, 
the . '~al school district superintendent, can 
(" llent without restraint with programs 
an~ .Jeas he otherwise would have to sub-
mit for legislative approval-and which very 
well could be opposed by a vast majority of 
parents. 
As a result, every child in the school dis-
trict would suffer the consequences. 
Proponents of this iII-conceived proposi-
tion argue that "the Legislature would still 
keep power to impose specific requirements 
or prohibitions upon local school boards." 
But, "where the Legislature has not spoken, 
your local board would have the power to 
act." That is where the danger lies. 'fhe Leg-
islature, in such cast's, could act only after 
the damage is done. 
Present law provides proper flexibility in 
the choice of programs, but it also provides 
prior restraints against experimentation 
with programs which are based solely on 
purely speculative theory. Under Proposition 
5 there would be no adequate prior re-
straint and our children will be the victims 
who will have to suffer the heartbreaking 
task of recovery from irresponsibility-if 
recovery is even possible. 
WILl/lAM E. COOMBS 
State Senator, 20th District 
Argument Against Proposition 5 
proposal places in the State Constitu-
tiOl.. "pen-end provisions to give more than 
1,156 operating school district boards what 
amounts to a blank cheek and free hand to in-
stitute new and experimental programs, even 
though those programs may be only remotely 
rt'lated to legitimate educational needs. 
By putting such power into the Constitu-
tion, effective control over irresponsible pro-
gramming by any individual school board is 
seriously limited. 
The only corrective action available to the 
Legislature, if such irresponsibility were to 
occur, would be to pass further legislation. 
This would virtually guarantee that education 
would become a political football at each ses-
sion of the Legislature. Moreover, this meas-
ure could delay effective correction of any 
problem for many months, and possibly for 
years, during which time children in the af-
fected district would be reaping the destruc-
tive fruits of whatever detrimental action 
which might be undertaken by their local 
boar,\. 
II" ')far as any direct action is concerned, 
parents an(1 taxpayers in any affected district 
would be limited to a recall of the board mem-
bers responJible for the questioned actions. 
Or, alternatively, they could initiate correc-
tive measures by statewide initiative pro-
ceedings. Both are long and costly and would, 
almost inevitably, involve bitterness and dis-
sension that could only work to the detriment 
of the very schools and children that Proposi-
tion 5 purports to benefit. 
It should be noted that this proposed Con-
stitutional Amendment provides that "The 
Legislature may authorize the governing 
boards of all school distri<'ls to initia;te and 
carryon any programs, activities, or to other-
wise act in any manner which is not in con-
flict with the law and purposes for which 
school districts are established." 
This would permit local school district 
boards to "initiate and carryon" programs 
which are only remotely related to legitimate 
educational needs, permitting them, for ex-
ample, to ignore the basic educational pro-
grams and to concentrate, instead, on such 
cake-frosting things as "social adjustment." 
Our State's Education node has several 
thousand sections, each of which was enacted 
into law on the basis of an established and 
provable need and only after long and careful 
legislative consideration. Each of these sec-
tions was enacted with the expert advice and 
participation of our professional educational 
community-school administrators, teachers, 
and parents. Under that code, school boards 
already have broad and well-defined authority 
to institute and to try all reasonable experi-
mental programs. Despite its apparent recog-
nition of the broad flexibility of the existing 
code, this proposal would tend to controvert 
or reverse many of the provisions of the cur-
rent, well-conceived law. 
People of California can, and should, vigor-
ously reject this newest effort to open the door. 
to restoration of many of the discredited pro-
grams which we once knew as "progressive 
education:" It wauld also open the door to 
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use time and money on innumerable "pet 
projects" at the expense of sound, basic edu-
~ation. -
I. urge my fellow citizer 3 and taxpayers to 
vote "NO" on this ill-conceived attempt to 
open the door to the use ()f our children as 
academic guinea pigs. 
WILLIAM E. COOMBS 
State Senator, 20th District 
Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 5 
The opposition argument misstates the 
effect of Proposition 5. The proposition 
doesn't automatically provide any power to 
school districts. It won't change anything 
currently required or forbidden. It only au-
thorizes the Legislature to delegate power-
as it chooses--to school districts. The Legis-
lature keeps power to change or withdraw 
any power so delegated. 
The opposition argument mistakes the in-
tent of Proposition 5 .. There's no evil intent. 
Instead, the intent is to entrust your local 
school board with more responsibility and 
flexibility to tailor education precisely to the 
unique needs of your own children. Total 
uniformity statewide isn't healthy for chil-
dren. 
The opposition argument shows ignorance 
of our education code. It's a confusing mess, 
several volumes loug. Ask any educator, or 
ask to see it at your local school. 
The opposition argument shows aITl 
-assuming the Legislature-big brother in 
Sacramento-knows best and that your 
school board can't be trusted at all. 
Don't be misled by legislators who want to 
keep absolute power for themselves, who as-
sume that only they know what's gooo. for 
children. 
72 of 80 assemblymen and 28 of 40 sena-
tors voted to put this proposition before 
you-for your decision. 
Leaders of each party, in both houses, be-
lieve this proposition will improve education, 
and help children. 
Let the Legislature let your school board 
have more flexibility in operating your local 
school. Let the Legislature let you-parents, 
teachers, citizens, classified employees-have 
more immediate voice in educating your chil-
dren locally. 
Vote "yes"on Proposition 5. 
JOHN VASCONCELLOS 
Assemblyman, 24th District 
MISCELLANEOUS CONSTITUTIONAL REVISIONS. Legislative Con· 
stitutiolllu Amendment. Deletes certain constitutional provisions 
and reinserts them in other articles. Deletes provision limiting 
YES 
6 
four-year maximum terms of officers and commissions when terms 
not provided for in Constitution. ·Prohibits reduction of elected 
state officers' salaries during term. Permits Legislature to deal 
with tax matters in connection with changes in state boundaries. 
NO Rer,uires Legislature to provide for working of convict.'! for benefit 
of state. Financial impact: None. 
(For Full Text of MeasU}"e, See Page 6, Part II) 
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel 
A "Yes" yote on this legislative constitu-
tional amendment is a vote to revise various 
articles of the Constitution. The revi&ion 
would inehide: the repeal of a provision 
limiting the t,'rms of officers and commis-
sionHs to four years; the addition of a pro-
vision prohibiting the reduction of salaries 
of elected state officers during their terms of 
office and providing that a law setting such 
a salary constitutes an appropriation; and 
the amendment, renumbering, and transfer 
of provisions relating to various subjects 
without substantive change. 
. A "No" vote is a vot!' to reject this revi-
SIOn. 
For further details, see below. 
Detailed Analysis by the 
Legislative Counsel 
1. This measure would ~ffect a partial reo 
vision of the Constitution, making the fol-
lowing changes which are substantive: 
(Continued l:n column 2) 
Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
The vari{lus revisions and deletions of 
existing language in the State Constitution 
proposed by this amendment will not result 
in imy cost or revenue changes. 
(Continued from colltmn 1) 
(a) The provision which limits the term 
of any officer or commissioner, with speci-
fied exceptions, to a maximum of four years 
where the term is not proYided for in the 
Constitution would be repealed. The subject 
matter of the deleted provision would thus 
be subject to legislative control through the 
enactment of statutes. 
(b) A provision would be added to pro-
hibit any reduction in the salaries of elected 
state officers during their term of office and 
to provide that the laws setting those sal-
aries are appropriations. This would 
nate the existing requirement that th e 
(Continued on page 17, column 1) 
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asking that the statute or part of it be sub-
mitted to the electors. 
Eleventh-That Section 3 of Article V be 
amended to read: 
S.Ec. 3. The Governor shall report to the 
Legislature IN; eftffi sessiett each calendar 
year on the condition of the State and may 
. make recommendations. ~ may ~ Hie 
Legt!!lahlP!' if tJte 8eftfH;e ItftI:l f.sseffttil j ffi9'-
~ as t& aajsHPftftieftt. 
TWl'lfth-That Section 8 of" Article V bl' 
amended to read: 
SEC. 8. Subject to application procedures 
provided by statute, the Governor, on condi-
tions he deems proper, may grant a reprieve, 
pardon, and commutation, after sentence, 
except in case of impeachment. At eaeft ses-
siaft lie He shall report to the Legislature 
each reprieve, pardon, and commutation 
granted, stating the pertinent facts and his 
reasons for granting it. HI' may not grant a 
pardon or commutation to a person twice 
conyicted of a felony except on recommenda-
tion of the Supreme Court, 4 judges "on-
curring. 
Thirteenth-That Section 20 of~. cle 
XX be amended to read: 
SEC. 20. Terms of elective offices pro-
vided for by this Constitution, other than 
Members of the Legislature, commence on 
the Monday after ,January 1 following elec-
tion. The I'lection shall be held in the last 
ev~n-numbered year before the term expires. 
Fourteenth-That Section 25 is added to 
Article XX, to read: 
SEC. 25. Any legislator whose term of 
office is reduced by operation of the amend-
ment to subdivision (a) of Section 2 of Ar-
ticle IV adopted by the people in 1972 sha.1I, 
notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Constitution, be entitled to retirement bene-
fits and compensation as if his term had not 
been so reduced. 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS. Legislative Constitutional Amendment. Permits 
YES Legislature to authorize governing boards of all school districts to 
5 
initiate and carryon any programs, activities, or to otherwise act 
in any manner which is not in conflict with laws and purposes for 
which' school districts are established. Financial impact: None in 
absence of implementing legislation. NO 
(This amendment proposed by Assembly 
Constitutional Amendment No. 26, 1972 Reg-
ular Session, expressly amends an existing 
section of the Constitution; therefore, EXIST-
ING PROVISIONS proposed to be DE-
LETED are printed in STBIKKOUT !p¥p:g 
and NEW PROVISIONS proposed to be IN-
SnTED are printed in BOLDFACE 
TYPE.) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 
ARnCLE IX 
SEC. 14. The Legislature shall have power, 
by general law, to provide for the incorpora-
tion and organization of school districts, high 
school districts, and ~ communit- '01-
lege districts, of every kind and cIa ,d 
may classify such districts. 
The Legislature may authorize the govern-
ing boards of all school distriets to initiate 
and carry on any programs, activities, or to 
otherwise act in any manner which is not 
in conftict with the laws and purposes for 
which school districts are established. 
III8OELLANEOUS CONSTITUTIONAL REVISIONS. Legislative Con-
stitutional Amendment. Deletes certain constitutional provisions 
and reinserts them in other articles. Deletes provision limiting 
YES 
6 
four-year maximum terms of officers and commissions when terms 
not provided for in Constitution. Prohibits reduction of elected 
state officers' salaries during term. Permits Legislature to deal 
with tax matters in connection with changes in state boundaries. 
NO Requires Legislature to provide for working of convicts for benefit 
of state. Financial impact: None. 
(This amendment proposed by Assembly 
Constitutional Amendment No. 42, 1972 Reg-
ular Session, expressly repeals existing sec-
tions and articles of the Constitution, and 
adds new sections and articles thereto; 
therefore, EXISTING PROVISIONS pro-
posed to be REPEALED are printed in 
ST&IKKOUT !p¥p:g and NEW PROVI-
SIONS proposed to be ADDED are printed 
in BOLDFACE TYPE.) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 
ARTICLES I, In, X, XIn, XX, AND XXI 
First-That Section 3 of Article I is re-
pealed. 
SI;Je., 3: !l%e St-ate &l1 CalifePftia itt lift Ht-
sefjftPltllIe ~ &l1 tJte f.dlterieaft ~ '\tift 
tJte CsftstitHtisft &l1 tJte ~~ 'lie 
~ ~ &l1 tJte laHft, 
Second-That Article III is repealed. 
-6-
